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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1 -17 are cancelled. 

Claims 18-34 are presented for examination. 

Priority 

1 . Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority under 35 
U.S.C. 119(a)-(d). A certified copy of application 102004006437.7 GERMANY filling 
date September 10, 2003 has been placed on the record. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on August 09, 2006 has 
been received. The submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. 
Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Objections 

3. The claims are objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 1 9: "CPU 1 " lacks of antecedent basis in the claims. 
Claim 22: Ambiguous use of the term "especially". 

Claim 28: "the cache" lacks of antecedent basis in the claims. Claim 28 is 
dependent on claim 27, 26, and 18. 

Claim 32: "RAM 3" lacks of antecedent basis in the claims. 
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Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The language "from/into" is vague. 

5. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The language "a logic 22, 23" is vague. 

6. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The language "and/or" is vague. 

Prior Art Rejections 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
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under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 18 - 21 , 23, 24, and 29 - 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Hohl et al., U.S. Patent 6,026,501 (herein Hohl). 

7. Regarding claim 18, Hohl discloses: an analyzing device for an embedded 
system (column 24, lines 24 - 33)), comprising: at least one CPU (figure 1 , element 2); 
at least one CPU bus (figure 1 , element 25); and at least one memory (figure 1 , element 
6), including at least one communication module for input or output of analysis data 
using a test interface (figure 1 , element 10), wherein the test interface, in addition to 
control lines, includes at least one group of data lines transmitting data words and 
address words alternately or in other succession (figure 1 , element DDATA), and 
information indicating whether data words or address words are transmitted is 
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transmitted by way of at least one control line (figure 1 , element PST) so that content 
and access operations during an operation time to a describable internal memory as 
well as I/O access operations of the embedded system can be monitored or logged 
practically without using basic cycles of the CPU (column 3, lines 54 - 57). 

8. Regarding claim 1 9, Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 18. 
Hohl additionally discloses: two or more freely selectable analysis modes (column 12, 
lines 8-15), with the analysis modes differing from each other in the way and extent of 
participation of the CPU in reading or writing data for analysis purposes (column 12, 
lines 8-15), and wherein depending on the selected analysis mode either all write 
access operations of the CPU to especially definable address ranges are logged without 
using basic cycles (column 1 2, lines 36 - 43), or all read access operations of the CPU 
are logged (column 1 1 , lines 12-16), or direct reading and writing of the CPU from/into 
an external memory (6) is executed by using basic cycles (column 9, lines 1 - 6). 

9. Regarding claim 20, Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 18. 
Hohl additionally discloses: the communication module comprises a logic, which 
independently has access to data or address information through a data connection in 
order to follow write or read access (figure 1, element 10) 

1 0. Regarding claim 21 , Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 18. 
Hohl additionally discloses: the communication module is connected to a cache (figure 
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2, element 70), and data transmitted in write or read access operations can be stored in 
the cache, and data out of the cache can be output in a buffered manner through the 
test interface or data can be written into the cache using the test interface, respectively 
(column 5, lines 22 - 25). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 23, Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 18. 
Hohl additionally discloses: the data transmission from the communication module to 
the external memory takes place through a parallel interface (column 15, lines 28 - 31). 

12. Regarding claim 24, Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 18. 
Hohl additionally discloses: the external memory is connected to a data conditioning 
device which provides an interface connection for external debugging applications 
(column 11, lines 12-16). 

1 3. Regarding claim 29, Hohl discloses: a method for the analysis of an embedded 
system with a test interface (figure 1 , element 10), the method comprising: in that for the 
transmission of data through the test interface, a data transmission protocol is used in 
which data is transmitted in several groups of addresses and data (figure 1, element 
DDATA). 

14. Regarding claim 30, Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 29. 
Hohl additionally discloses: at least one mode is provided in which analysis data in real 
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time can be read out of the system (column 11, lines 12-16) which comprises at least 
CPU, data memory, program memory, and I/O element (figure 1), or can be written into 
the system (column 9, lines 1 - 6), so that the system need not be stopped or 
interrupted for the analysis (column 3, lines 54 - 57). 

1 5. Regarding claim 31 , Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 30. 
Hohl additionally discloses: the memory content or a correspondingly assessable 
information of the embedded system is copied in real time completely or partly into an 
external memory (column 9, lines 1 - 6), with the data being buffered in particular 
before the action, or the memory content of an external memory or any correspondingly 
assessable information about the memory content of memory is copied in real time 
completely or partly into a memory of the embedded system, with the data being 
buffered in particular before the action (column 10, lines 46 - 53). 

16. Regarding claim 32, Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 29. 
Hohl additionally discloses: only data necessary for debugging is transmitted to the 
external memory in the event of access operations of the CPU to RAM (column 1 1 , lines 
12-16). 

1 7. Regarding claim 33, Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 18. 
Hohl additionally discloses: write access operations or read access operations of the 
CPU are logged by means of a cache (figure 2, element 70). 
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18. Regarding claim 34, Hohl discloses the limitations of the parent claim, claim 18. 
Hohl additionally discloses: information about the write access operations are written 
into the cache without additional CPU commands or directly into a communication 
module, (column 11, 1 5 - 35) and information about the read access operations is 
written into the cache with active assistance of the CPU (column 11, 1 5 - 35). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

19. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hohl et 
al., U.S. Patent 6,026,501 (herein Hohl), in view of Shakkarwar, U.S. Patent 5,822,768 
(herein Shakkarwar). 

20. Regarding claim 22, Hohl teaches the limitations of the parent claim, claim 1 8. 
Hohl additionally teaches: the test interface is connected to a test memory arranged 
outside the embedded system, and the external test memory is especially a central core 
memory (figure 1 ; column 10, lines 46 - 53). Hohl does not teach: a dual-port memory. 

Shakkarwar teaches: a dual-port memory (abstract). 
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A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Hohl, an analyzing device for an embedded 
system, as cited above, with the teaching of Shakkarwar, a dual-port memory. A dual- 
port memory is a well known design choice in that art, and the combination would yield 
predicable results. 

21 . Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over, in view 
of Li, U.S. Publication 2002/0083370 (herein Li). 

22. Regarding claim 25, Hohl teaches the limitations of the parent claim, claim 18. 
Hohl does not teach: the device is in an embedded system which comprises a fully 
operable microcomputer with at least central processing unit and data memory. 

Li teaches: the device is in an embedded system which comprises a fully 
operable microcomputer with at least central processing unit and data memory, 
(abstract; figure 1) 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Hohl, an analyzing device for an embedded 
system, as cited above, with the teaching of Li: an embedded system. The combination 
of a device to analyze an embedded system and an embedded system is obvious to try, 
and would yield a predictable result. The need to analyze embedded systems for 
performance is well know in the art. An analysis device is one of a limited number of 
potential solutions to analyzing performance of an embedded system. One of ordinary 
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skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would realize the combination would yield 
predictable results 

23. Claims 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hohl, in view of Grochowski et al., U.S. Patent 6,615,366 (herein Grochowski). 

24. Regarding claim 26, Hohl teach the limitations of the parent claim, claim 18. 
Hohl does not teach: the device is in an integrated microprocessor system for motor 
vehicles with at least two processor cores, wherein the device is associated with at least 
one of the processor cores contained therein. 

Grochowski teaches: : the device is in an integrated microprocessor system for 
motor vehicles (abstract) with at least two processor cores(figure 1), wherein the device 
is associated with at least one of the processor cores (abstract) contained therein 
(abstract). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teachings of Hohl, a device for analyzing an embedded system, 
as cited above, with the teaching of Grochowski, dual processor cores containing the 
analysis device, for the purpose of increasing reliability of an embedded system 
(abstract). A dual processor core system for increasing reliability of a system is well 
known technique in the art. A device to analyze an embedded system is well known in 
the art. The combination of the well known device and the well known technique would 
yield predictable results. 
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25. Regarding claim 27, Hohl and Grochowski teach the limitations of the parent 
claim, claim 26. Hohl additionally teaches: the first processor core with the complete 
analyzing device (abstract), an incomplete analyzing device is associated with another 
processor core in the integrated microprocessor system, having a reduced scope of 
functions compared to the complete analyzing device (column 4, lines 66 - 67; column 
5, lines 1 -2). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teaching of Grochowski, as cited above, with the teaching of 
Hohl, a configurable analyzing device associated with a processor core. Configurability 
is a known technique to limit functionality of a device, and the combination would yield 
predictable results. 

26. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hohl 
and Grochowski, in further view of Brenza U.S. Patent 4,797,814 (herein Brenza). 

27. Regarding claim 28, Hohl and Grochowski teach the limitations of the parent 
claim, claim 27. Hohl does not teach: the reduction of the scope of functions involves 
that the cache provided in the analyzing device has a small number of memory 
locations and/or a small word width, and/or the test interface is not led to the outside, 
and/or the test interface does not exist. 
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Brenza teaches: the reduction of the scope of functions involves that the cache 
provided in the analyzing device has a small number of memory locations and/or a 
small word width, and/or the test interface is not led to the outside, and/or the test 
interface does not exist (column 1 , lines 16 - 22). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, would find it 
obvious to combine the teaching of Hohl and Grochowski, as cited above, with the 
teaching of Brenza, caches of varying size and data widths, for the purpose of allowing 
faster access to memory (column 1 , lines 10 - 22). Varying the size and data width of a 
cache is a well known technique, and the combination would yield predictable results. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DANIEL F. MCMAHON whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3232. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 8am-5pm(EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jacques Louis-Jacques can be reached on (571)272-6962. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/John P Trimmings/ 
Primary Examiner, 
Art Unit 21 17 

Dfm 

09/02/08 



